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MAJORISSUESAGENDATEMS 

ISSUE 1: CONSISTENCY OF EE APPROACH ACROSS OUs. 

The EEWP described in this OU5 Work Plan is very different in scopc and derail from the 
Ob2 EEW, to a degree that suggcsts that Merent contrac:ors wno were not intcracting 
with each other produced rhc hvg EEWPs. The rriain thrust of the OU2 EE appears to be 
oriented towards ecosystcrn effects. while that for OU5 is vcry much oriented toward 
movement of contaminants through food cb3ins and dm-elopment of ecosystem criteria ut 
benchmarks based on contaminant tissuc burdens. In this regard the OC5 2sscssacnt is 
closer to the classic "risk asscssmcnt" approach, while that of OU? is more oriented toward 
"impact assessment" Mention is made in ;his O r 5  EE to waiuatioo of population 
ecosysrern effects, but the information is so gcncral and not focused that ir was nos posslblc 
to ascertain what was realIy being proposed beyond the tissuc cvaiuations. 

Zn gencraI, compared to the OU2 EEW, the OC5 EEWP hciuda a much mure coherent 
assessment plan, and bc document itself is nuch bcttcr written. Many of the stranger aspccts 
of the OU2 plan (e.g., cancers in biota other than humans) are mcrcifully absent from this 
plan. However, this does not mean that there are not conccms with the approach embraced 
in the 0U5 EEWP, particular@ witn reiation to its feasibility, the endpoints bcing measured, 
and the general absence of any dctailed risk characterization mcthodology. It is v c y  much 
unclear what kinds of data are being collected and how they will bc uscd for impact 
assessment. 

Tfie substantial diffcrcnces in the OU2 and OU5 EEWfs is of wnccrn because of the 
geographic proximity of thcse OUs (Le., both in the same watershed}. We stion& suggest 
that DOE ensure consistency in the €33 across S!J?P. but particularly among thosc within the 
same watershed$. We further suggest that DOE consider inregraring some uf the ecological 
inventory fieid efforts OR a watershcd basis (k., those for O'ws 1.2 and 5). It would appmr 
very advantageous to integrate some of the fieid SUWX associated with thc Woman Creek 
drainage. 
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ISSUE 2 SXRUCIURE OF TKE €3 (Reference Figure 9-1) 

The EEWP for OU5 presents a coherent structure that was lacking in she OU3 EEWP. 
Tasks arc laid out in a systematic manncr that supports an iterative approach 10 ecoh,PicaI 
assessment. Our major conccm, therefore, is not with the structure of thr: EE, per se, but 
rather the lack of spedcity and detail about how the framework will be impicrncntcd. 

However, we do have some concerns regzrding the structure of the EE. parriculariy with 
refercncc to T a b  100 gL 200, and thcir relationship to Tack 300 data collccuon cfforts. In 
particular, we feel thcrc is substantial justification for intcpating these wo txk., oc 
integrating at least parts of Task 200 with Task 100. For example, under Task 100. a subiask 
(Task 130) involves dWCiopment of DQOs. We qusuon whether DQOs can be ceszloped 
until data gaps have been identified (presumably in Task 200). As mentioned ekewhere. Lhc 
efforts described under Tasks 100 and 200 should have largely alrcady been completed during 
the scoping and dmelopment of the work piac. The lack of specificity and derail is at least 
partly the result of the inadequatc scoping of the work pian. 

Task 200 is (or should) c.xntiaLly involve the aaiuation of historicaI tiara. dcvcloprncnt of 
the conceptual site rnodcl, and iuenriiication of  daia gaps.. iDcrfinition of rhe s:udy area (Task 
110) k also a conceptuaI modeling activity.] We are very conczmed tnat rather thaG 
~ ~ n ~ ? p t u a l  model developmcat, the Task 200 efiart is relerred to as "Prchinaiy Risk 
AssessmenL" This "Preliminary Risk Assessrncnt" appears noth_e  more than the initial 
development of a conceptual risk model, and we fee! the use of the rcrm is inappropriate and 
&lading. In any regard, the products of this Treiiminary Risk .ALSscssmcnt" need to be 
discussed in dctail. How wiII this assessment be *d to ,&de the deveiopment of subsequent 
field samphg efforts? 

We recommend integrating some or all of the Task 200 efforts with those of Tack 100. and 
chan,&g the name from "Prciininary Risk Assesment" 10 "Gnccpruai Moaei Development." 
We recommend that this effort end in a dcrailcd identification of data gaps to bc X k d  in the 
Task 300 field efforts. 

ISSUE 3: ADEQUACY OF WORK PLAN DEVELOPMENT 

AS was the case with thc OK2 EEWP, the O W  EEW does not fuIfill the scophg 
requirements defined in EPA's N/FS guidance manuals. Section 2 4  of EPA's Enviro.menta1 
Evaluation Manual jdentitlcs the RVFS scoping activities that culminate in the RI Work Plan. 
Among the considerations in a Work Plan the following: 

a) The coliect;ion, organization, and sy-nthaTk of existing information on the Operable 
Unit; 

b) Development of a conceptual model, which both evolves from and proT4des the 
framework for (a) above; 

c> Thc systematic identification of data needs €or thc ewlogkal assessment; and. 
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d) Development of data quality objectives associated with these data gaps. 

None of these essential elements of an Rz Work Plan are included in the EEWT. This is 
usually considered to be unacceptable. AI1 of these activities are presented s "WilI do" 
effons. 

EvaIuation, analysis and synthesis of exkiting data and development of a conceptual model for 
the sire be pan of the EE scoping and should be discusscd in detail in t h e  work pian. 
This inadcquate swping has resulted in a work pian that is much too generic. Our belief, 
after reviewing several RFP EEWPs, is that there is substanrial histoncd information 
available upon which to base a site-specific asscsmcnt. We feel that many of the acrivities 
now incorporated into Tasks 100 and 200 should have already been accomplish&. 

'Ibis lack of adequate EEWP scoping and evdmtjoD of historic4 anta has profound 
scheduhg (see Issue 7, beiow) and qualiq assurance implications. Since the detaik of the 
effort are not delineated in thc work pian, we sugest tliztt DUE r q u i r c  dcivcrabks to be 
submittcd following Task 1 and 2 efforts. These deliverables should be reviewed and 
approved pior to initiation of any- fieid efforts. We do not bciicvc that adequate detail has 
been presented to assure DOE that the study wili be carried oui effectively. 

Although the OV5 EEWP does a considerabky better job (than the O W  EEWP) at 
intepting EE activities with other OUS Rf activities, outstanding concern remain to be 
resolved. W e  are particularly mncerned about the louuon of Task 3 "ccolo@caI inventory" 
stations Vis a vis the nature and extent of contamination. The EEW inuicatcs Lhat Lhc 
ecological inventory stations wiII be locatcd at, or in the immediate vicinity of. stauons at 
which abiotic media will be charactmkd for contaminant burdens, The mnccrn is that data 
on the nature and cxtcnt of contamination wiII not bc avahble to select the final locations 
for thc ccoiogical inventory sampling (schcduld for the May-June time period). I€ t h ~  
scological inventory stations arc seiexted without knowledge of thc naturt: and m e n t  of 
contamination, what guarantee is there that the data will be rdia-ant to the questions which 
must be addressed? This is particuhrly important to the toxicisy testing activities to be 
conducted as part of Task 300. and the nccd to generate tissue data for later contaminant 
analyses during Task 9. Certainly, for the selection of stations from which media samples w;Lu 
be taken €or toxicity tats and tissue ana-. substantial infoxmation concerning the nature 
and extent of contamination must be available, 

Another critical consideration that is related to overall RI inregration is the s c l d o n  of 
contaxuk.uk of contcllt The EEWP indicates that dcvclopment of criteria for seledon of 
contaminants of mncern will occur during Task 100. However. it is not dcar that these 
criteria will influence the selection of contaminants for Phase I sampling of abiotic media. 
Please discuss this relationship. Based on our cursory review of the rest of the Phase I Work 
Plan (ie, sections other than Section 9). it appcars that decisions have been madc LO c d u u e  
whole c13sscs of contaminants have been Excluded from some IHSSs because records do not 
indicate these contaminants were handed at thesc sites. We consider this a risky way to 
proceed, and suggest that DOE provide a complete Appcndix Vm or Apcendki IX sweep 
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for at least one (worst case) sample at each IHSS. 
contaminaots can bc removed from concern (i.e., showing they are not prcsciit). 

This is the only surc way that 

TSSUE 5: APPROACB TOWARD USE OF OR BACKGROUND AREAS 

The EEWP for O r 5  indicates that reference areas will be selected, that the selection criteria 
will be developed as part of the Task 1 efforts, and that the selcction of the reference areas 
will be based on the qualitative ficld survey of Task 300. We question whether or not 
reference areas can bc identified based on such a quaiitativc survey. 

We are also concerned that the prccise use to which th-e reference areas will be put has not 
been fully elucidated. The EEWP shouid describe in detail the approach to impact or risk 
assessment to be empioycd using these background or reference arcas. Use of referencc 
arcas implies that hypotheses will be tsstcd and statistical teas will be conducted to Cc~crai?t: 
if significant diEerenca cxkt betweer, impac: acd reference areas. Tim is not addressed in 
a straigndonvard manner in the EEWP for OU5. 

If assessment methodologies employing reference areas are to be used we sugges: that DOE 
consider different approaches, such as comparing impacted a r a s  in OU5 with a number of 
reference areas throughout the genera1 Boulder-RFP region so a "range" of backgound or 
reference conditions can be establishcd. It would then be possible Io test wnerher or not 
OU5 impactd area(s) fall within the range of unimpacred conditions- 

ISSUE & ADEQUACY OF THE OU5 RISK OR IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
METFIODOLOGY 

The work plan lacks an adequate discussion of risk characterization. In gentzil, DOE bas 
failed to demonstrate haw impacts will be assessed (based mainly on these tissue burdens). 
and particularly how exposurc to suites of contaminants wilI be assessed. Discussion of site- 
Specific risk characterization is hampcrd  somewhat by the fsct that project scoping has ilot 
Yet becn accomplished: howcver. it should stZ be passibie to define (potenrial) geaenc risk 
and impact charac-tion methodologics which are being considered. If sampling srations 
can be identified, there must bc some ratiouale fur their selection. That rationaie embodies 
the risk charactcritation approach. This sbould all bc discussed so the readcr clcariy 
reqpkes the methodoIogies to be employed and the data accded to implement thcsc 
methodologk. 

The OU5 EEWP relics baviiy on food web (path-) anal>.sis and evaluation of contaminant 
tissue burdens for the environmental cffects evaluation. Thf: major benefit from utilizing this 
approach is that it alIows the formuIation of ecological criteria that can be used to deveiop 
rcmediation objectives and conduct "what if" scenarios for mahation of remedial alternatives. 
However. the methodology relies on t h e  availability of taxiciry data and data on m3ximum 
permissible concentrations of contaminants in the tissues of key or indicator species- Wc 
seriously question whether the existing database for these eadpoints is adequare. 

The methodology used to define ecological criteria (as shown in Figure 9-2) necds to be 
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explained in detail. Thc source reports for this approach are not avaiiable 3 ~ d  without some 
explanation we cannot tell exactly what is being done to dcvelop ~colagical cntcria, and how 
thae critcria CBR be used in impact assessment. 

Section 9.2.7 (Tzik 6, Contamination Characterization) pram8 what appears to be :hc 
impact or risk assessment methodology, but the discussion is so general as to preclude 
determination of exactIy what is being propsed Endpoints mentioned in this section include 
d a t h ,  diminished reproductive success, and reduced population lmels. The source of thcsc 
data is not dear, but implies that the Task 3 field inventories will be adcquate to ailow 
comparisons to bc made. Mention is made of the fact that much of t i - -  ~ssessmetir may bc 
qualitative. T& need$ to bc cqh,ined in much pcater detail, arid the impIications need to 
dso be addressed. 

In Section 9.2.9 (page 9-33). un&r Task S; Planning, there is mention oi "analysis of 
population, habitar. or emsystem changes." This is the cnlp othcr rcferencz to endpoints 
other than tissue burdens, Wc arc able to identii yirtultllv no developrnem of this iinc of 

* 

inquiry io the work plan. We are left with the &pression' that thesc and other ecologicd 
endpoints are not being sertouslv considered This *hprasion is reinforced by the apparent 
lack of data ileedcd to determine the fcsibility of &zing such crtdpoints (from previous 
tasks). 

Anorher kcy consideration is how thc influence o f  rndt ipk  contaminants be ==sed- Fipurc 
9-2 and the t&i discussions involving development of ecological criteria arc all oriented 
toward single contaminants, not the suites of contaminants expectcd in the abiotic media at 
RFP. 

In Section 9.211 (Task 10: Environmental Evaluation Report). a number of bullet topics to 
be covered in the E€ rcport are identified (see page 9-36). One of Lhcse is "Impact 
Characterization-' However, nowhcre in the EEWP is "impac: charx:e:izatiun" discusscd. 
As indicated by the bullet, "Impact Characterization' should be a sepaiatc section or 
subsection. It is Mitical tu the overall effort. 

WC recommend that the EEWP include a dctaiied discussion of how biological endpoints will 
be used for impact or risk charactcrization. This discussion should inctude rhc way in which 
the impacts and risk Erom nrposure to suites of mntminantc will bc assessed. This would 
most appropriately bc located in the Tasks 900 and/or loo0 discussion. 

The lack of adquare EEUT scoping and evaluation of historicaI data discussed undcr &sue 
4, above, has profound scheduling implications. According to Figurc 94 ,  Task Z M I  scoping 
activities will takc two months to complete, while Task 200 activities wiIi rcquire up to four 
months to cornpiere. Eculogicai tieId surveys wiil not be initiatcd rrntii ,Month .3. Given it 
is now mid April, ir is unlikely that any field activities would be-& before July i s t  The May- 
June period for ccolo~cal 1::venroty sampling and tosicity testing does not scein realistic. 
given the need to compietc the scoping actitities before field sampling c3n be initiatcd. 
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Given the fact that Task 1 and (to a large degree) Task 2 arc cfforts that must he corn~icicd 
before field work can be initiated, DOE would be prudent to approve implementation of 
these tasks as soon as possible. X revised work plan should be devefoped and thoroughly 
reviewed prior to implementation of Task 3 Geld efforts, 3t Ieast the ecological inventory and 
toxicity taring portions of this Task 3 effort. 

Another conccrn related to scheduling invohes the assumption (shared by the r e s  of thc RI 
effort) that the Phase I sampling efforts will provide all the data nccded for an adequate 
characterization of the nature and extent of contamination and the reIated risk asscssment. 
our cursory review of the rest of this RI did not leave us with a comfortable feeling that chis 
was ncccssarily going to bc thc case. ??.le EE should discuss contingencics such as this. How 
dcpendent is the EE to a complete determination of the nature and extent of contamination? 
Under what circumstsnces wouId additional data be rcquired? What are thc scheduiing 
implications of these potential situations. 


